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Remarks 

In the office action dated September 29, 2005, the examiner rejected Claims 1-20 and 
23^2 as being unpatentable under 35 USC § 103 (a) over U.S. Design Pat. No. 296,658 to 
Mead in view of U.S, Pat No. 6,704.967 to Gianelli. This rejection is respectfully ^versed. 

5 The amendment filed on March 29, 2006 explains features of Applicant's invention that 

are not taught or suggested in the Mead or Gianelli references taken atone or in combination. 
On April 13, 2006, the examiner telephoned the undersigned to indicate that Claim 45 was 
allowable, but that the recitations of Claim 65 regarding cross-sectional areas did not fully 
distinguish over Mead. Responsively, Claims 65 has been amended. Further, additional 
10 Claims 89-92 have been added. The patentability of Claims 65 and 89-92 are now discussed. 

As read on present Fig. 4, by way of example, the features in Claim 65 of Elements b) - 
ii) and b) - Iv) are now explained. The following graphic shows Fig. 4 with superimposed 
markings to show Cross-section A and Cross-section B: 



^ CrasdMctfonB 




Cyos9 Mction B 



15 Cross-section A illustrates the cross section whose area Element b) - ii) describes, and 

Cross-section B illustrates the cross section whose area Element b) - Hi) describes. The area of 
each cross section can be determined by considering the Fig. 2 front view of the door knob, 
showing an exemplary round shape. With such a round shape, the area of each cross section 
is found with the familiar equation of area -rr * (radius)®, wherein the radius is half ihe 

20 maximum dimension of each of Cross sections A and B. With Element b) - iv) reading on the 
above view of Fig. 4. the area of Cross section A is at least twice the area of Cross section B. 

The following marked-up view of Mead's device shows distinguishable structure: 
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CrottaflctlpnA 

The foregoing graphic indicates that the area of Cross section A is well below the claimed value 
of "at least tv^ce' the area of Cross-Section B. So, Claim 65 clearly distinguishes over Mead. 
Gianelli fails to remedy this deficiency of Mead, so that Claim 65 should be allowed. 

5 In a similar fashion as the foregoing-discussed elements of Claim 65, dependent Claim 

92 indicates that the area of Cross-section A is at least four times the area of Cross-section B. 
(Of course, the formula for area as given above should be considered.) Thus, Claim 92 
distinguishes with even more force over Mead and Gianelli than its base Claim 65. 

As exemplarily read on the following marked-up Fjg. 4, independent Claim 89 defines 
10 the feature of dimension of the knob along its main axis in relation to a maximum crosswise 
dimension of the knob: 




As the foregoing graphic indicates, the dimension of the knob along its main axis is at 
least 50 percent of the maximum dimension of the maximum cross-sectional area of the 
15 protective translucent material taken along the defined main axis. 

The following marked-up view of Mead's device shows distinguishable stnjcture: 
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As the foregoing graphic shows, IVIead's dimension along the main axis of the device is 
well below the claimed "at least 50 percent" of the maximum dimension of the maximum cross- 
sectional area of the translucent material taken along the defined main axis. Gianelli fails to 
remedy Mead in this regard, so that Claim 89 should be allowed. 

5 Finally, dependent Claims 90 and 91 are directed to the embodiment of Fig. 4, wherein 

the door knob is mounted to the door with a screw (e.g., 28, Fig. 4) aligned with the defined 
main axis of the knob. Mead fails to teach or suggest any suggest such structure, and Oianelli 
fails to remedy such deficiency. So» Claims 90 and 91 should be allowed. 



I certify that the foregoing document and any document(s) referenced below are being 
faxed to the above-mentioned recipient at the above-mentioned fax number on the date stated 
below. 



Conclusion 
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The pending claims should be allowed. 



IS 



Dated: April17, 2006 



Respectfully submitted, 
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